In this paper, I describe an approach to the integration of theory and practice at the intrapersonal, interpersonal, and organizational levels. The results of the research projects in which I have been involved over the last ten years are used to illustrate how these three levels have facilitated the identification of three tensions. These tensions together create a framework that can help academic developers better understand how to approach the challenges of advocating for the integration of higher education theory with academic practice in their own institutional environments, and how this integration is linked to existing higher education literature.
Introduction
The practice of academic development has been described as supporting academics in becoming experts in what they do as academics, especially with a focus on creating conditions supportive of teaching and learning (Leibowitz, 2014) . In my view, this practice of creating conditions for teaching and learning needs to be based on findings from research and from experienced academic developers. One way of conceptualizing such an approach is through the term scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL). Kreber and Cranton outline SoTL as: (1) discovery research, where academics create visible artefacts such as journal articles; (2) excellence in teaching made explicit by awards or outstanding evaluation results;(3) the application of educational theory and research to teaching practice: 'wisdom of teaching practice is developed through a combination of reflection on theory and research and experience-based knowledge on teaching' (Kreber & Cranton, 2000, pp. 477-478) . From my experience, this linkage of theory and practice is as challenging when it comes to teaching as it is in other knowledge domains, such as health care and engineering. For example, as difficult as it is to make sure health care staff always wash their hands before encountering new patients, in spite of an immense amount of evidence that indicates the benefits of doing so, it is just as difficult, if not even harder, to get university teachers to adapt their teaching to the learning of their students. For academic developers, fostering integration of research (theory) and practice is of strategic value, as it is necessary for long-term and systematic change (Geertsema & Chng, 2017) .
My understanding of and approach to researching the relationship between theory and practice has changed over time, while working as a researcher and academic developer at different universities since the late 1990s. It is my hope that by writing this text now that I have a better overall understanding of the relevant issues, I will be able to clarify what I wish I had known when I first started as an academic developer. Because my research has been conducted in collaboration with several research teams, I will, in this text, refer to research that I have led or in which I participated alongside research colleagues and practitioners. I will introduce three dimensions of tension that cut through the levels of teachers; students; mid-level managers, such as directors of studies and program directors; and individuals with a responsibility of more or less administrative character in relation to teaching in higher education.
Theory and practice in higher education
Before I start explaining each part of the framework, let me clarify what I mean by the concepts of theory and practice.
Theory
A general description of theory is that it is a system of ideas that seeks to explain a phenomenon (Bacharach, 1989) . This perspective on theory is in line with a view that is often applied in natural scientific and medical research, where theory is related to something that can be tested repeatedly and thereby provides guidance as to how to act at any given time in relation to a specific phenomenon (Laksov, Dornan, & Teunissen, 2017) . Theory in (university) education, on the other hand, needs to be viewed in a different way. Rather than pressing to find evidence (Brosnan, 2010) , theory in this context is the starting point for participating in a scientific dialogue about different possible explanations of the phenomenon. This is done by means of a special lens or a particular perspective by which the exploration takes place, and can lead to theory development (Reeves, Albert, Kuper, & Hodges, 2008) .
The way I refer to theory in this paper is at the two levels of mid-range and personal theories, because I believe that these are central for the promotion of SoTL. Merton (1968) introduced the idea of 'middle range theories': theories that lie between the small but necessary working hypotheses developed in daily research or explorations, and the inclusive systematic efforts to develop a unified theory that can explain all observed expressions of behavior, social organization, and social change (p. 39). As we engage in practice as academic developers and teachers, we need to relate not only to our personal theories (Schön, 1987 )such as how to provide feedback to students, or how to deal with group workthat guide our daily activities, thus extending our personal understanding; we also need to link to theory that results from small-and large-scale studies of teaching and learning in higher education, and that is connected to mid-range theory.
Practice
Practice can be described from several perspectives. From a theoretical perspective, since the 1970s, practice has been theorized by several philosophers and sociologists, including Bourdieu, Foucault, Giddens, and Certeau. These theories 'explain the relationship(s) that are obtained between human action, on the one hand, and some global entity which we call "the system" on the other' (p.6) (Ortner, 2006) . Later theorists have extended these theories.
In higher education literature, Wenger's notion of the community of practice has become influential (Wenger, 1998) , which here refers to a group of people sharing a craft or a profession. In the sharing of a profession, the members of the community are mutually engaged in different activities, and they develop a shared repertoire of tools in striving for a common goal, referred to as a joint enterprise. The way practice is viewed here is in many ways not that different from Bourdieu's sense of the word 'field' (Bourdieu, 1996) . Fields are specialist domains of practice (such as medicine, art, or teaching) with their own 'logic' constituted by a unique combination of symbolic, social, and financial capital. However, Wenger's theory is a learning theory, where peripheral members learn through participation and become more central to the community of practice. Likewise, players in a field have specific know-how to play the game. Bourdieu's agents thus develop 'habitus', which can be compared to social habits and the knowledge of how things are carried out in a community of practice, and this enables them to choose successful strategies in navigating the field.
As an academic developer in higher education, one is constantly navigating several fields or communities of practice, including disciplinary, organizational, teaching, research, and administrative practices. Each practice has its own logic and thus provides different opportunities and challenges for communication, for collaboration, and for development work. The challenge of how these practices should be linked to, generated, or informed by theory from an academic development perspective is what I try to explore in this paper.
When trying to establish SoTL at a university, I have interpreted this as striving to bridge practice with theory at both the personal and mid-range levels in order to stimulate reflection, sharing, and critical inquiry.
Tensions across three levels of integration
Analysis of the three tensions attended to in this paper is based on previous work relating to how integration of theory and practice is conceptualized by students. In this study (Laksov, McGrath, & Josephson, 2014) , the analysis showed a pattern where integration could be seen at three different levels. Firstly, integration was seen as something happening within an individual, referred to as 'intrapersonal integration'. At the next level, integration was viewed as something happening in the interaction between people, referred to as 'interpersonal integration'. Finally, there were conceptions that viewed integration as a concern of the organization of education, by teachers, in courses, and so forth. I have adopted this framework as a lens through which to reexplore the research in order to draw new conclusions from that work to focus on the challenges that emerge when one is in the position of academic developer.
Through the exploration of the research I have engaged in, three challenges or tensions can be identified. These are discussed below.
Intrapersonal level: obtaining legitimacy from practice
The first tension that I can see in the research concerns obtaining legitimacy from members of the practice. Although theoretical understanding creates opportunities to identify issues that could be explored and could lead to improved practice, there is a risk that as a non-member of the practice, and of its communities of practice, the conditions for promoting change processes in practice do not actually exist. As I have identified with regard to the three levels of integration, this aspect is apparent on the levels of students, teachers, and (middle) management.
I want to illustrate the tension of legitimacy by means of two studies focusing on medical and nursing students' experiences of the clinical learning environment (Liljedahl, Björck, Kalén, Ponzer, & Laksov, 2016; Liljedahl, Boman, Fält, & Laksov, 2015) . What emerges in these studies is that the relationship between theory and practice is different for the student groups. For nursing students, theory contributes to creating expectations of clinical practice:
Well, I guess that the aim is that we get to practice what we have learnt in theory, that we can try. . . see how it is. . . is it working in the way we have learnt? (Nursing student no. 6) (Liljedahl et al., 2015, p. 769) Moreover, it appears that students find it challenging to manage theory at different levels, specifically with regard to the use of general concepts such as those expressed in the curricula and study guides, for concrete, everyday clinical practice:
Because they [the intended learning outcomes] are extremely abstract and many in my class interpret them as they should learn how they are doing things on this ward or this primary care unit. (Nursing student no. 3) (ibid., p. 770) Medical students instead saw clinical practice as an opportunity to establish their theoretical knowledge and, contrary to the nurses, the learning outcomes that they were expected to relate to were listed as different activities to conduct:
They had this checklist that we were supposed to use. It was like 'this is what you should do during this rotation'. . . (Medical student no. 3) (ibid., p. 772) A challenge associated with integration seems to be whether, and if so how, theory is useful in practice, and whether this (application to practice) is what theory will be used for. Without recognition of the fact that the knowledge one has of theory, or that is anchored in theory, is legitimate, it is difficult for higher education leaders, teachers, and students to get the space to use such theory.
The variation in how the role of theory is perceived was also evident when looking at teachers. When teachers were to implement educational policy, which was based on educational theory, at the departmental level, the outcomes in terms of teachers' approaches to course design varied tremendously (Barman, Bolander-Laksov, & Silén, 2014) . Four different approaches were uncovered in relation to the implementation of an outcome-based education framework. Each approach (container, technocratic, pragmatic, and ideological) took a different perspective on the integration of theoretically anchored policy into practice.
A similar pattern was found in a not-yet published study of middle managers' application of what was learned in a leadership course. Obtaining legitimacy from practice can therefore be considered a challenge that needs to be addressed at the student, teacher, and leadership levels.
I believe that the above examples show how individuals' relationships to theory differ depending on profession or discipline, that is, depending on the community of practice one is or would like to become a member of. It creates expectations for practice. In other words, when teachers are asked to connect to theory, this might be understood in very different ways. It might be that the theory does not 'fit' with practice, or it might be that practice is seen as a 'lab' where theory can be explored. It might also hinder academics because educational theory might be expressed at a too general or too specific level to actually be 'useful' for practice. A challenge to academic development therefore involves finding a balance between the level of generality to enable theoretical linkage, and the level of specificity to make theory useful.
Interpersonal level: balancing the degree of engagement and ownership
The second tension that I have identified concerns the level of engagement in the practice of individuals, which has implications for ownership. By enabling engagement in learning and development, individual students, teachers, and leaders are faced with a choice that in itself creates tension. Should one engage fully, and thus possibly compromise previous values and approaches to practice inherent in one's role as an outsider, or should one maintain a critical, more distanced perspective? This dilemma, apart from being clear in the studies of nursing and medical students as they engaged in clinical learning environments, is exemplified below in a study on the development of teaching and learning at a research-intensive department (Laksov, Mann, & Dahlgren, 2008) .
The study explored action research as a way to facilitate educational change in an institution. Together, an academic developer and a director of studies designed a survey, developed a seminar series for PhD students who were working as teaching assistants or tutors, and conducted a 'future workshop'. In addition, the changes that occurred over the course of the year in which the project was conducted were documented. Wenger's communities of practice theoretical framework (Wenger, 1998) provided the analytical lens for understanding what happened in practice during the project, thus contributing to the integration of theory and practice in the analysis of the collected data. The findings showed that the cooperation between the academic developer and the director of studies, which we termed 'the broker-pair', was critical for the success of the project. It was also shown that the introduction of a very good coffee machine created opportunities to establish educational dialogues for the director of studies. Indeed, it created a focal point for educational conversations in general, but this educational talk was still dependent on and initiated by the director of studies. The idea of creating arenas for dialogue using various tools, such as the coffee machine, was something that I took with me to future projects, as well as the format to cooperate across organizational borders with educational leaders such as directors of studies on action research projects.
At the leadership level, a study of change agents' ways of working with educational development showed that it is through interpersonal relationships that understanding of theory is integrated with practice . One theme that emerged in the study was the ability to negotiate by networking and by putting questions on the agenda for people in formal leadership positions. A second was to identify significant individuals or colleagues who could provide support in the development work towards a common goal (Roxå & Mårtensson, 2009) , while a third theme related to finding strategies to convince and lead colleagues who oppose change. Although there was a lack of theoretical anchoring in how the change work was to be conducted, it emerged that the actual content of developmental initiatives was rooted in theory. Such initiatives could be about new approaches to teaching, systematic collaboration on courses, or the introduction of assessment criteria.
Overall, it can be said about this strand of research that a clear tension consists of the degree to which participants in communities of practice are willing to engage and negotiate their own values or theoretical perspectives that they have 'learned' within the environment or the community where they work, or will be working as a professional in the future. By engaging fully, there is a risk of losing the ability of distancing oneself from the environment where the theoretical perspective is applied, and often the important space for reflection is lost. By becoming involved in the details and their development, it is likely to be increasingly difficult to see things from an overarching perspective.
Organizational level: adaptation and level of individuality
The third tension regards the adaptation and level of individuality in competency development of academic teachers, leaders, and possibly also students, as a means to achieve academic development. Based on the work of, for example, Trigwell and Prosser (1996) , it is generally believed that the conceptualizations that university teachers make about their teaching practice are closely linked with how they actually teach. This assumption has, however, been challenged (Laksov, Nikkola, & Lonka, 2008) , and the question of the degree to which courses should focus on the development of individual conceptualizations at the expense of developing groups in contextual practice has been raised (Healey, Bradford, Roberts, & Knight, 2013; O'Neill, Donnelly, & Fitzmaurice, 2014) .
In a study of what happened when university teachers tried to discuss their educational ideas resulting from participating in such courses with colleagues in their own department, it turned out that the new (pedagogical) 'language' they had learned in some cases hindered, rather than facilitated, communication with their colleagues (McGrath & Bolander Laksov, 2014) . This mismatch in communication was referred to as 'crosstalk'.
The results from the crosstalk study were in line with the results of my thesis, which showed there is a need to adapt not only the language of the context, but also the arguments and ways of working to the prevailing paradigm within the university context within which one is working as an academic developer (Bolander Laksov, 2007) .
Integration at the organizational level is exemplified by a study in which chiropractic students were interviewed at 3-year intervals about their views on what constitutes a good educational environment (Palmgren, Sundberg, & Laksov, 2015) . The study found that the importance of different aspects of the educational environment changed over time, but both at the beginning and towards the end of their education, participation in a community was central for students' learning experience. Early in their education, students emphasized the support in building relationships within education and in identifying with the (future) profession in terms of both theory and practice. At the end of their program, however, the students stressed the importance of getting support in creating space for personal development so that one could create one's own professional relationships. This also changed the view of the teacher's role, from being very important and appreciated during the first year of the program to being less important and less appreciated at the end. Adaptation to the learners' needs over time thus seems crucial for students to experience a relevant and motivating learning environment.
An example of how theory can be integrated at the organizational level for educational leaders is an intervention study where leadership groups of 6-12 people from different departments participated in a leadership program as groups instead of individuals (Söderhjelm, Björklund, Sandahl, & Bolander-Laksov, 2018) . The results of the study showed that in line with the theoretical content of the program, the participant groups had established teams with clear roles and had increased trust in each other towards the end of the course. These findings advocate for more team-oriented academic development activities both for academic teachers and academic leaders.
The tension that emerges from these studies involves questions about how academic development should be organized to achieve one of its objectivesthe integration of theory and practice. Traditional forms of education seem to have both strengths and weaknesses, but if one is looking for development and change at an organizational level, our research indicates the need to adapt to needs over time and to work close to practice, for example, through action research and more teamoriented initiatives.
An emerging framework for the integration of theory and practice
One of my objectives in presenting this research and the framework that resulted from it is to facilitate future research and practice in the area of integration of theory and practice in higher education, especially with academic development in mind.
When turning to Bourdieu (1990) and his notion of 'field' introduced earlier, the agents involved in academic development are students, academic teachers, leaders, administrators, and academic developers. They negotiate, or struggle, around the practice of teaching, and in recent decades around the degree to which educational theory is relevant for that practice. Together, these agents create the habitus of university teaching. However, when turning to Wenger's (1998) concept of community of practice, we can problematize the degree to which students as well as academic developers are members of the practice, and thus the degree to which they have the possibility of influencing educationwhich is the joint enterprise of the community of practicebecause they are often peripheral to the practice and as such they are often viewed as visitors rather than members. The struggle for power thus is among academics, although sometimes influenced by the practice of academic developers and students. An important role for academic development is, through different initiatives, to enable academics to link educational practice with theory.
The concepts of field and community of practice help to illustrate the social processes that were identified as tensions above. These tensions, if conceptualized as power struggles, surface as challenges that can inform academic development practice. The struggle is articulated around three pairs of opposites, along which academic developers position themselves (Table 1) . At the intrapersonal level, as exemplified in the studies on students' experiences of the learning environment, the struggle concerns legitimacy and consists of a tension between, on the one hand, viewing theory as 'the legitimate truth', thus creating expectations of how practice 'should' be, and, on the other, viewing practice as 'the legitimate truth', where the usefulness of theoretical knowledge can be tested. Faculty members who advocate for experienced practice as 'truth', where the teaching and learning regimes (Trowler & Cooper, 2002) of how teaching should be carried out are based on tradition and habitual procedure as evidence for success, are in opposition to those academics who are favorably inclined toward external influence anchored in research evidence.
Regardless of where on the continuum between these poles academic developers are positioned, as previously suggested (Knight & Wilcox, 1998) , it creates a need to obtain legitimacy on the part of academic development. Strategies to obtain such legitimacy have previously been suggested to involve not only dialogue (Mitchell & Shortell, 2000) , but also the use of a legitimate language that attends to the values of the practice (Bolander Laksov, 2007; Albert, 2003; McGrath & Bolander Laksov, 2014) .
Regarding the interpersonal level, two opposing poles can be seen. On the one hand, there is the tendency to keep a distance and to look for generality in the conceptualization of problems when looking for development. The advantage of this approach is that it remains relatively easy to keep an overarching perspective of practice and to see the practice as part of a larger whole. This approach also requires less commitment, but perhaps also a lack of agency (Saroyan, 2014) and feelings of alienation (Szkudlarek & Stankiewicz, 2014) . On the other hand, one can engage fully with practice and thus see all of the complexities intertwined in the specific practice; however, this comes at the risk of losing the overarching perspective and possibly of setting aside values and losing the ability to easily make links to other practices and to theory. This approach caters to a strong sense of agency in regard to the teaching practice as well as a high level of engagement.
The studies referred to above showed two distinct ways of handling the tension of engagement: that of establishing arenas for dialogue as a way to create engagement, and that of collaboration across borders of different fields in a so-called 'broker-pair'. The strategy of establishing arenas for dialogue is not controversial and has been put forward several times (Mårtensson, Roxå, & Olsson, 2011; Van Schalkwyk, Cilliers, Adendorff, Cattell, & Herman, 2013) . The idea of a broker-pair enables academic developers to engage up to a certain point without losing themselves in the complexities of practice, while still having access to those perspectives to be able to deal with problems from several angles. Finally, the tension of how to deal with the integration of theory and practice on the organizational level concerns the tension between adaptation and the level of individuality. This tension is intertwined with the other two tensions of legitimacy and engagement. The findings from our research challenge several assumptions: that the integration of theory and practice should remain the same over time; that thinking and practice are always aligned; and that courses should be designed for individual participation.
At one end of the spectrum, we expect individuals to take part in learning activities such as courses or workshops in order to gain knowledge that can later be applied in other contexts. There are now several studies (Steinert et al., 2016; Weurlander & Stenfors-Hayes, 2008 ) that show teacher development initiatives generally provide enjoyment and inspiration, and sometimes affect teaching practice for individuals, but only occasionally do they impact teaching in a larger environment. Additionally, although teachers might be inspired to try new things in their teaching, the communication between teachers might suffer from dysfunctional crosstalk. At the other end of the spectrum are initiatives aimed at teams of teachers, providing clarity of roles and trust at the same time as preventing crosstalk between course participants and their colleagues. The risk here is, however, that the team will still fail to communicate with the wider department in a way that is legitimate. An important aspect of teacher courses is thus the degree to which they adapt to and enable translation for individuals and their contexts.
A conclusion of this review of the scholarly work I have engaged in is that the usefulness of theory for practice is important, but it is not enough to establish integration of theory and practice. Theory, and not least the language used when talking about theory, needs to be legitimate, and this legitimatization is achieved through dialogue with practice, which can only happen if there is space in practice to allow for a link to theory. In other words, to achieve integration of theory and practice academic developers need to attend to the values, tools, and logics of a certain field. This is a complex process, and there is a need to navigate the borders of several practices at the same time as getting to know the habitus of these practices (Bourdieu, 1990) . In Wenger's terminology, close collaboration with members of the different communities of practice becomes crucial not only to establish legitimacy, but also to create space for reflection on theory and practice in these different communities of practice.
How can we make use of these findings? In Table 2 , I have, based on the above analysis, suggested a number of questions for how these tensions might be explored from an academic development perspective.
Conclusions
I return to the questions I posed at the start of this paper: What is it that I wish I had known when I started as an academic developer, and how can this part of the research in higher education be developed? Based on the above analysis and the framework for working with the integration of theory and practice, I wish that I had paid a lot more attention to the three tensions emerging from this analysis. If I had been more focused on dialogue, and paid more attention to the language or languages used by the academics I was meant to support in their development, I believe I would have obtained more legitimacy, and our communication would have been more successful. If I had focused more on the creation of arenas for dialogue within and between practices in addition to establishing broker-pairs between academic developers and engaged university teachers, my engagement would have been better balanced, and the work towards a more pedagogically sensitive institutional culture could have been better facilitated. Finally, if I had focused more on teams than individuals in academic development courses and workshops, and empowered participants with the tools to translate their learning into their own practice, a lot more of those ideas that were generated in the frameworks of courses and workshops could have been adapted and realized.
What this study adds is a framework that makes explicit the dimensions of tension in working with SoTL as the integration of theory and practice. And by making these dimensions explicit, I hope this paper can facilitate an inquiry into these dimensions. Additionally, I have proposed a number of questions in relation to each tension. These can be used for inquiring into practice, but it is also my hope that they might guide further research in the theory-practice nexus.
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